

March 21, 1975 

Dear Jim, 

1 just cot: a letter from the Archives informing, me that they have released 
She a transcript of the reporter's notes of the 1/22/64 executive session, a 
copy ixxxspp is supposed to be in the mail to me, but I have not receieved it yet. 

They are also sending me the Hoover to itankin letter of 1/10/64 (re neutron 
activation analysis). 

1 assume that they have notified you, at least about the former. if you don't 
have a copy yet, perhaps we can save some money on this. If you want a copy of ray 
copy, a one-minute (22c) phone call (after 11*’ your time) would be a good idea. I 
would be able to get a copy off to you promptly for 4q/page plus postage. (That x 
is, assuming, X actually got the stuff the archives has sent.) 

If 1 get a chance, 1 might call you this weekend. 

1 guess this means there is a good chance that they will release some of the 

other ex. sess. transcripts too. I suggest j'ou call them so we can coordinate our 
copying. Probably the easiest arrangement would be for them to send a copy to me 
(air mail, at my expense); I can then copy it for you (and Harold, if he wants a 
copy too) and mail it right off. 

The Archives is also sending a number of other items I asked them to review. 

1 won't know for sure until I see the documents, but they might be giving things 
out more readily with the new Fol Act. Maybe your letter of the 12th did jar them 
a bit. 

Thanks for sending me a copy of that ia letter, and your letter of the 11th 
with the interesting enclosures. 

As for your filing for me and Harold: I don't suppose I would have any reason 
to object to Harold's affidavit, although I would appreciate the opportunity to 
look it over and present any relevant facts for consideration. That would go even 
more strongly for the complaint, since I guess it contains statements made by me 
through you. Since there is a good chance it won't get as far as a suit, we can 
cross that bridge when we get to it (Mary Jo), but as long as you don't get too 
rushed there shouldn't be any problem. If worst comes to worst I can be taken off 
as a plaintiff and xp provide whatever information you could use as an outsider. 

One question: have you and Harold decided that it is wax worth going bxkk after 
the parts of the ox. sess. transcripts which are withheld because they deal with 
personnel matters? I would wonder about that. 

In addition to axxiaxxgKaxx assuring me that I will have appropriate input to 
any legal documents - e.g., before signing anything - could you clarify whether 
I would be taking on any responsibilities (including fa financial)? E.g., is there 
any chance that the government could xaqwK require me to appear in court? 

One tiling which you might want to check out at the archives (and possibly add 
to the MsxMixKxx request: there was a e session on June 29, but apparently no trans- 
cript of any kind. This may mean xss no record at all was made, or it might have been 
suppressed. If this interests you, 3 'ou might ask the Archives about the search I 
suggested in item (.18) of my letter of 3/1: "1 have a letter of June 30, 1964, from 
Rankin to Hoover, which refers to a resolution adopted by the Commission on the previous 
day (_usking the FBI to investigate the leak of the diaryj/~j. (Filed in Entry 12, 3-14: 
Diary) You previously said that you had no transcript or reporters notes for such a 
meeting. (boa item 99 af in my letter of March 15, 1974, and your reply of May 13.) 

1 made a quick check of the Ward & Paul receipts in Entry 20 (PC 10) but found nothing. 

In light of this new information confirming a meeting on June 29, perhaps you could 
make a further check - e.g., in the payment records in Entry 20, or for the continuity 
of rmxbKxxng page numbering in the transcripts of testimony around that date." 

Similarly, there is the Sept. 13 transcript, which Harold has xwritten about, (nankin 
apparently substituted minutes for the body of the transcript.) The Archive, told me 
that they don't have reporters notes or a transcript for that either. (My let of 3/15/74, 
item 100). That could also be sksk checked out by someone at the Archives, and it sgr 
might be worth adding to a formal request - it might look good to bring out the funny 
business with these two ts other meetings. 

Thanks for the copy o£ the Goulden article. Do you have Tom Bethell'a piece fir <.r> 
the critics in Che siaxi Washington Monthly for apri.1? (1 can xsh£ send it.) I'm gl.d 



T*r > 


Ktoe the piece on h the unidentified man photos in the current Hew York Review 
sounds more like O’Toole than like Cud! (Peter Scott and I had some input on 
that piece, so j 'in kiasHs biased, but I think it’s pretty good.) O’Toole's book 
is getting a lot of pslaiKi publicity out here, but I haven't seen it yet. I liked 
his the excerpt in the latest. Penthouse. 

X think we agree on Sciioenman et al . I guess you have to give them szKdxx credit 
for getting the 7. film on national TV, but I find Sciioenman impossible. Gregory's 
heart is in the right place, kith luck, the eh crazies who have picked up on all 
the recent action are now running out as of steam. We'll see. 

I'm palKiiHX finishing up a memo on the CIA and the JFK case to send to the 
Church Committee and various other people. I'll be sending you s a copy soon, X 
hone . 


Thanks for tiie copy of Lane's Fol request for kxkxK everything. 1 agree that 
it is a mistake. I got* could draft a pretty convincing letter fx for the agencies 
to use in reply to him - i expect they will say everything was made available to 

the Commission, and its being ieysi reviei^ed every 5 years, and what do you gMiKgHX 
guys want anyhow? Would any judge go along with Lane's suit on this? Fat chance. 
Twenty days have passed since his request, and I haven't seen anything in the papers, 
so I guess they didn’t release everything to him. 


Best 


'/LJ 
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